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The International Readlng Association (IRA) revised thé Stufflabean
. . < joint committee's ”Standards for Evaluations" to assist the reading
% ’ profession in interpreting reading program evaluations.’ Under .
" deveflopment by IRA for a year prior to field test, the adaptation .
work resulted in a draft document. This project 1nJolved a field
te;t,of the IRA adaptation in four local school districts. The
purposes of the field tést were to assess the usefulnes= of the
R adapted standards and to enable IRA further to amp“ove and tajilor
its work to local school-personnel's needs.
o “ . Y
School districts currentiy conducting or 1ntervret1nq an evaluation’
of their local reading program participated. Local staff were .
. oriented to the IRA draft "Guidelines' and then applied them in .
- their districts. Project staff gathered feedback concerning the
\ Guidelines from the local.distficts during and immediatelyv after
the field test.. Based on the results, the Guidelines werne revised,
reviewed by various IRA Committee members, and prepared in final
draft form. They wil} soon be pyblishéd by IRA and distributed to
its membership. Other dissemini?lon.proceddres are underway.

Local -school personnel consider reading program evaluation to be
an important activity. However, most districts are without access
to professignal assistdncg in interpreting evaluations. Based on
the many requests [RA regeives for assistance »f this type, the
publication that resultsjyfrop this project has the potential for.
guiding a_large.number 0 QIdl districts toward better use of °

‘ .evaluations. The field study enabled IRA to conduct am empirically

based revision cycle Eor the Gu;dexln?s, thus making them more

cb\ . useful to locul school districts: )
N
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I. PROJECT BACKGROUND .

Evaluatlons.of educational programs and materials are an impdftant concérn of
almost all school administrators. Although many procedures for conducting such
evaluations have evelved, most local scheol peﬁfonnel are not trained in these
tec“nlques Further, local staff is often evenl léss equipped to evaluate an

. evaluation -- to analyze the procedures used data included, and conclusions \
reached. It is toward this latter problem -- rnterpreting an evaluation report --
g  that this proposal is directed. ' \

* A
» In 1978, the.International Reaging Association (IRA) organized a Commlttee on the
Study of Reading Program Evaluations. This Commigtee had as its primary <harge to
develop ''criteria to be used to judge the adequacy of the evidence to support the

superiority of a. patticular reading program..." .The Commlttee used the Standards
, for Evaluations of Educational Pragrams, Pro;ects, and Materials document as-.a

starting point in evolving @ written set of 'Guidelines for Reviewing Evaluation *
Reports' to be used by people attempting to assess an evaluation report. This
work went through’three: revisions prior to the field test funded by this grant
The purpose of the field trial was to assess, the Guidelines' usefulness and improve
(\ upon them beford maklng available a revised set of Guidelines to [RA's general
. membership. 3 . : . ;\\\\

" IRA members are involved in the 1nterpretat10n and use of literally thousands of
reading program evaluations annually. The adaptations we propose to pub R \
assisted by this funding, will find widé use among our 70,000 members. fﬁrther,

, this work will improve both the understanding of evaluations by school personnel:

* " and the interpretation and application of such evaluztions on a local level.-

«

II. PROJECT ACTIVITIES ' _ ' . : .

The IRArStudy of Reading Program Evaluations Committee conducted this project,
. ¢ with assistance from the IRA Research Departqgnt There were essantially eight -
stages to the project, as outlined below. '
Jan
1. Finalize the Guidelines dtaft and Field Test plans.  This was completed in .
two stages. Antintgrim set of Guidelines was developed “For review 1n May, 1980,
_ These Guidelines were then further revised and adapted at an August, 198U‘meet;ng
" of the Commgttee “Also at that time, general plans for the .field test were dlqgused
;site”selection procedures and materlals were flnalxzed and plans for the orientation
: for local field test oonrdlnators weére made. )

. y
2. Site Selection. Durlng S@ptember 1980 105 IRA local council qre51denus weTe
sent infgrmatioh soncerning the-field ‘test, 3011c1t1ﬂg the par;1c1pat;on of their
member school districts. A second mailing was made to a somewhat-expanded list of
local ceuncils during October. These-two maillngs resulted 1n aﬁ%roxlmat ly 20
inquiries or expressions qf'interest From this number, a list of five districts

*




from four states with varied evaluatio experiences, ma;zélals, =nd 1nteresQ was
“determined. These districts?were formally invited-to pd¥ticipate. Since one of
these districts later was forced to withdraw,” the field test was conducted with
four sites.. ¢
. . . o ./ ’ [

.3, Orfentation for Loc&l Districts. This meeting was held January 18-20, 1981
at IRA headquarters in "Newark, Delaware. At that time, committee members afd, )
appropriate IRA' staff members met, with representatives of the four ¥ield-test K
districts. These districts wWere: Webster (NY) Central School District, Rock
Falls Twp. (IL) High School District, Houghton Lake (MI) Communlty Schaols, and
Downers Grove (IL) Grade Scheol District. ‘

v - . . . .
During this meeting, 'the project was explained to the field:test coordinators,
the draft Guidelines were discussed inh detail, and lotal implementation procedures
for the field test were discussed. One LﬁA committee member was assigned -to each
loc4l district as its '"IRA contact person.'" Based on feedback received at this
meeting, additiohal revisions were made to the Guidelines. The Guidelines revised

as a result oﬁ/,he orientation meetlng was ‘the set used for the fleld test,

4. Field Test. Following the meetlng in Delaware' each of the field. tesr
coordinators conducted informal “‘orientation sessions' with s€veral persons in v
their district who had intereést in or responsibility for some aspect of a reading"’
program évaluation. Then various local persennel were asked to review independently
the Guidelines draft document. The focus of the review was on how the Guidelines
could best be improved in content, organization, scope, or wording. The 22 local
reviewers were 'also asked to-complete a "Comments & Reactions'' page. '
. w :

The review led to sgveral conclusions concerning tHe Guidelines draft. irst,

selected portions of the Guidelines required additional e}ar1f$cat10n, editing; "

and/or rewriting.- Second, despite these many suggestions, the reviewers generally

found the document to be very comprehensive and clearly organlued readable ard

reasonable for school use, and sufficiently non-technical. The primary negative

reaction received from reviewers was that the Guidelines were almost too compre -

hensivie and needed to-be shortened somewhat “with jargon eliminated.

-~ A

S. Siie Visitations. Two Site visits were scheduled for each field test district.

The first Was to be made by the Committee member dssighed’ to-the district;:the o
" second-visit was to .be ‘made by a Reseqrch;Spec1allst from. IRA headquarters. The

purpose of the two visits was the,same: 'to meet w1th’1nterv1ew 16cal pgople who

had participated in the field *est review process to obtajn thelr reactions to and

suggestlons for the Guidelines' . - o . Yoo N

Both Committee members and local Eoordlnators reacted ‘well to the format and scope
of thé visits and no difficuities were encdunrtered. Further, local rev 'iewers gave
wllllnglv or their time for these interviews and woiced. positive reaqtions both to
the project’or their distritt's partlc;patlon . . :

-

6. Committee Revision of the- Fuldellnes.” Durlng the IRA‘khnual Meeting, Committee
members met to revise the Guidelines. Before this tiyme, Committee nembers had sub-
mitted written summaries of their site visits for feview. Both general topics .
concerning the purpose,’ audlence, bverall tone, and scopé o: the puldellnes,‘as aell
‘as svec1f1c wording and rewritting sudgestions were exolored Guide.lines drafts
reviewed by the various local personnel were- used to make revisions in the draft.’
Many ohanges made in the Guidelines at this stage, based on the,field test Tesults

R .
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7. IRA Reviewsof the Revised Guidelinés. 4 reVised ‘version of the Guidelines
draft  was sent to. ¥l selected IRA.Molunteers,‘incluﬁing chairpersons of each

_.of whe 48 IRA Standing-.and Ad Hoc Committees and all members of. 'four cormmittees,

the memberships of which is(heavily'weighted with people inmerested’in.apd knowledge+
able aQout_evaluationm‘ The 101 people were asked to 'critically review'" the draft
and make either editorial or substahtive commen'ts. They weré also asked to complete

* . 2 "Comments § Reactions" form similar to that used in the field test.

" usefulness of the.finak Guidelines: . . 7 -

X . - -
8. Final Draft. Although this phase of the project was.not covered by NIE funding,. ,
nor does it fall within the activities of the grant, it is outlined here for closure :
purposes. As with the field tesdt responses, the most worthwhile .portions of the IRA
review were the comments item by item and major section by seftion. These comments
were used to pull together vet another revisign of the Guidelines which is currently
being reviewed by Committee members. The proposed final draft will be submitted to
the IRA Board of DirgctorsLin March 'for approval. This "final draft' versiop will
-be referred to the IRA Publlications Committee for dissemination.

* .

(III. ANTICIPATED USES AND USEFULNESS OF THE GUIDELINES -

In general, we “ould'make the following ob erfatl"s concerning <he tic ted ’
g T ye w t g ‘5 ‘on n gl g anti 1p%/)’(,—w

1. The Guidelines as a whole are -#00 comprehensive for most local evaluations.
Maximum usefulness will probably result “if a small group of local personnel
select the relevdnt portions of the Guidelines and the entire set is reduced to’
some limited subset of ‘items especially pertinent locally. This.is now suggested -
in the Introduction. : ’ . ' ”
2. The two primary uses of the Guidelines will probably be ! (A} 1n reviewing plans
for an internal evaluation before the evaluation begins -- looking for additional
components to be considered; and (B) in judging the quality of an external evaluation
after it has been completed. We believe that, for these two purposes, thg-Guidelines
will be helpful.a§ a stand-alone document for most districts. '

¥

3. Use of the Guidelines for either the planning or evaluating function would
probably be improved if an orientation to the topic and document was. available.
We will continue to explore this impression through',the sessions to be conducted
over the next several months using th “uidelines. .o

*
:

IV. PROJECT FUNDING AND STAFFING - J . '

The project was funded for the budgeted total of $11,082. Despite 2reatly increased
travel costs during, the’ contract period, the total cost to NXE of this prolect was
39551.64. All professional time for this project, except that spent by our -IRA
Headquarters Assistant, was donated to IRA. Records of this ‘time were kept by each-
Committee member and:local field .test coordinator during the project. These items -
totaled to 137 professional days. It is clea? fhat the. project was completed‘!!ha )
minimal cost due largeély to the donation of time by these concerned professicnals,
all of whom we sincerely thank. .

;e .
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Figuring dongted staff time at ah'éstimateq 35150 per day, inclyding benefits, and
including no ddditional overhead expenseS$, it is estimated that the total 'cost"
of¢'this project was over $31,000, only 30% of which was charged back to NIE.

Pr jgcts'sqcz as this,seem to be an ideal way for governmental agencies to derive
maximum impadt ﬁor their shrinking contract/grant funds. , . ’F//;/A,,/’f,

“ T

-

DISSEMINATION AND DISTRIBQTIOS\PiAN - -
v ¥ . )
Clearly, the ultimate ,impact of our efforts will depend on the extent to which
the Guidelines are disseminated to the TRA membership and interested others. :

We have been keenly aware of this throughout the project and have already finalized
the following plans: ’
*

) . ) N -~
A. “Presentations at Conferences. - Sessions have .been’ proposed and accepted for
presentation as of this date at three tonferences. Presenters will be either
Committee members or participants ip the field test. In addition to these
currently scheduled sessions, two proposals for, additional presentations are )
planned. Feedback from these sessions will assist IRA in additional refinement of
the Guidelines for publication ‘ .

k] t //l

. . ¢

B. Publications. The final draft of the Guidelines will be, submitted by the
Committee for approval by the.IRA Board of Directors: Following approval," the
Publications Committee will decide on-the means of distribution for the Guide-
lines via the IRA publications sy;ifm. Finally, an article describing the develop-
ment of the Guidelines will be subMitted to The Reading Teacher,or Journal of"
Reading for publication. All of these efforts Should ensure the wide distribution
.of the Guidelined to‘Intefested professionals. )

¢ . R -
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- Evaluations of educational programs and materials are an important concern of
) almost all school administrators. Although many procedures for conducting’such
evaluations' have evolved over the past 30 years or so, mést lecal school personnel,
are not trained in these techniques. Further, local staff is often even less

equipped to evaluate an eyaludtion -- to analyze the procedures used, data included,
and conclusions reached. It 1S Toward this latter problem -- interpreting an

evaluation report -- that this proposal is dtre .
! a . 4
& ¢ The recently completed S¢andards for -Evaluations of Educational Programs, Projects,
: and Materials (McGraw-Hill, 1981) were developed to fill the widely perceived need
P for .standards for program evaluation similaf to the APA-AERA-NCME standazds for
' ) published tests. These Standatds for Evaluations, partially funded “by the National
Institute ‘of Education, may eventually find wide use in guiding the conduct and
evaluation of educational evaluations. However, the Standards in their complete

forg’are very comprehensive;gnd broadly based.

7
.

Because of this, 'and because of frequent requests from members for such ass{stance,
in 1978 the Intermational Reading Association (IRA) ogyganized a Committee on the
Study of Reading Program Evaluations.” This Committee has had as its primary
charge to develop “criteria to be used to judge the adeqliacy of the evideace to
support the superiority of a particular reading program..." The Committee used
the Standards for Evaluations document and various other evaluation guidelines as
',. starting points in evolving a written sgt of questions, termed 'Guidelines for .-
Reviewing 'Evaluation Reports," to ‘be used by people attempting 'to assess an
evaluation report.. This work went through three revisions by the Committee.prior
to the field test funded.by this grant. The purpose of the field trial was to
assess’'the Guidelines' usefulness - and improve upon them before making available
a revised set of Guidelines to IRA's general membership.

s
~ 2

-

IRA members are involved in the interpretation and use of Iiterally thousands of
reading program evaluations annually, It is our belief that #he adaptations we
progose to publish, assisted by this funding, will find widg use amomg our 70,000
"members. Further, this work will serve to improve poth the understanding 'of .
evaluations by schdol personnel and the interpretation and application of such

evaluations on a local Tlevel. S

7

. {':'
Obviousily, there is a multitude of types of evaluations available to school
personnel. Such variables as whether the evaluation is internally or externally
conducted; its duration and .scope; whether it containéﬂqualitative, quantitatfvej
or bqth-types of data; whether its purpose is to assess ongoing programs or ' “_
propose revisions; etc. all distinguish various types of such evaluation§. The |
Guidelines developed clearly cannot be equally valuable in interpreting all-types
of evaluations. However, ‘they e generally applicable to intewnal and external, ~
short and long-term, and quantitative and qualitative formal, written evaluations.
We believe that they will assist local personnel in assessing the content of most . -

¢ . . . '
y v,
s - 4 L »
. - FINAL REPORT N .
) . An Adaptation of the '!Standards for Evaluations' for the Interpretation
. 0T of "Reading Program Evaluations (NIE-G-80-0075) ® .
o | o .
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. PROJECT BACKGROUND ‘ { .

of1thq.wide'vagiety of evaluations with which they come in frequent contact. e
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II. PROJECT ACTIVITIES - _ . , . S .
k4 ‘ ¢ .
The International Reading A5503£ation (IRA) Study‘of_Reéding Program Evaluations
Committee conducted this project, with’assistance from the IRA Research Depart-
ment. There were essentially eight stages to thb,préjgct; as outlimed below. *
. . , - -
1., Finalize the Guidelines draft and Field Test Pplans. This was completed in
two stages. An interim set of Guidelines was develpped for review in May, . 1980 )
by Committee members. These Guidelines were then further revised and adapted ’
- at an’August, 1980 meeting of the Committee in Indianapolis. Alsq at that—time,
general plans for the field st were discussed, site selection procedures and
materials were finalized; and plans for the orientation for tocal field test
coordinators were pade. This activity was Eompleted essentially as originally
planned and scheduled. NIE funding financed the Committee's August meeting.
Committee members and their current professional affiliations are:listed below: *’

' - Michael Becz, Chair - Alden Moe, IRA Board of E A '
-///’ Senior Project Director Directors -Liaison \
The Psycholegical Corp. . Professor of Education
N Purdue University
Mary Seifert,  IRA Headquarters e T
Research Specialist Rebecca Barr '
- International Reading Association Department of Education
* ‘ Universitx\of Chicago
. Roger Farr v L ¥
. Director, Smith Research Center .~ Jerome Harste ) ‘
» Indiana University oL Assoc. Professor of Reading
. fo- : Education
Frank Ferris : " Indiana University ' {
. Director of Reading -
~> 7 . Spencerport (NY) Central Schools. , Susan Stuber
< . = Title I Director ' .
\ * Edward Smith . . Oscoda (MI) Area Schools
A Basic Skills Improvement Qffice-DOE ' .
N\ W4shington, D.C. : ) {
u\\ . J
I\ - . Y- ,

+ 2, Site Selection, During Septembef, 1980, 105 IRA local council presidents
were sent. information concerning the field teést, soliciting the participation of
- .. their membgr school districts. .We had anticipated a faster and_larger Teturn
from this mailing than we actually experienced. For both of these reasons, a m
= “second follow-up mailing was made to a somewhat-expanded list of local councils
during October. These two mailings resulted in approximately 20 inquirfes or
expressions of interest. From this number, seven apparent good candidates were
selected and fontacted for more information concgrning their evaluations work.
Finally, a list of five districts from four states with varied evaluation
experiences,‘paterials, and interest was determined. These_districts were .
+ formally invited to participate. .Unfortunately, one of thege districts later
was forced to withdraw due to a new local board of education ruling prohibiting
travel outside the district by any staff member,zregardless of cost Eifmbursgmentﬁ

Despite discussions with the superintendent on tfjis matter, we were ufable to
obtain exemption for the project. Due to the ]glkeness of the date an¥# the lack

of an appropriate substitute district, the field test was conducted with four
sites. 4 : |

1 .
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3. Orientation for Local Districts. The schedule for this meeting was finalized
When- the site selection activities were completed. The meeting was held January
18-20, 1981 at IRA headquarters in Newark, Delaware. At that time, committee
members and appropriate IRA staff members met with representatives of the four
field test districts. These districts and the local field test coordinators.
were: . . < « -

-1

Webster (§Y) Central School District =~ Janice Strége' hd
. - Reading Coordinator
. Rock Falls Township (IL) High School - Edward Mulvaney
. t L. . ‘Reading Specialist . »
Houghton' Lake” (MI) Community Schools - Ken Roberts :

: CUrriculum/Fedefal/Projegts Dir.

Dagmers Grove (IL) Grade School Dist - Ronald ‘Agle
: o Asst. Supt. for Instruction

. . ] ,
Quring this meéting, the project 'was explained to the field test coorgdinators,

the draft Guidelines were discussed in detail, a' Sample’ evaluation report®was
"rated" using the Guidelines; and local implementation ‘procedures for the field
test were discussed. One IRA committee member was assigned to each local district
as its "IRA contact person." This person was in charge of maintaining contact .
with the local field test coordinator aoncerhing the project and with making a

site visit to the district. Based on feedbat¢k received at this meeting, additional
revisions were made to tle Guidelines. The Guidelines revised as a result of the
orientation meeting was the set used for the field test. Although we had not
originally planned to make a revision at this point, the concensus’ of opinion was
that the revisions were important and that the usefulness of the field test would
be increased if the revised version was used. A copy of the field test Guidelines

*

is presented in Appendix A. . v

The meeting was considered very successful by Committee members and field test
coordinators, and we believe it improved significantly the "implementation of the
field test and the fesults obtained therefrom. This meeting was funded by the

NIE grant. Following the meeting, the IRA public information office sent a press
release describing.the field test to the hometown newspaper of each Committee
member and local: field test coordinator, ‘These stories, which mentioned NIE's
support for the project, highlighted the cooperation of the local districts in the
field test, :

Y
0

o« . P

4. Field Test. Following the meeting in Delaware, each of the four field test

coordinators conducted informal "orientation sessions' concerning the-field test

with several persons in their district who had interest 4nh or responsibility for

some aspect of a reading program evaluation. The purpose for the development of

the, Guidelines was discussed, as well as the intent that’ the Guidelines be
,“Qeneric;” rather than being tailored to any particular type of evaluation.
(Following the orientation, all local personnel were asked to review. independently
{ the Guidelines draft document. The focus of the review was on how the

'] Guidelines could best be improved in content, organization, scope, or wording. /

The reviewers were mad¢ aware that both fine, "editorial" suggestions as well as

" make their comments with their own local evaluation concerns in trind, while
remembering that the final Guidelines were to be used with various tvpes of
evaluations. After working through the Guidelines item by itém, local reviewers
were asked to complete a "Comments § Reactions' page. :

-J-

- 9 |

more global, ¥philosophical'' comments were being sought. Reviewers were asked to -

-
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6:;~ A total of 22 Jocal personnel (4-7 per field test district) completed a review
of the Guidelinges; of these, 19 people completed the 'Comments.and Reactions"
- form. According to primary job responsibility, the 22 local reviewdrs included
6 classroom teachers, 4 principals, 3 reading teachers, 2 reading.coordinators,
2 curriculum directors, 2 counselors, and 1 each superintendent, assistant
, superintendent, and test director. Following the review, the local™field test
coordinators collected the Guideliries and reactions forms and returtied them to .
N their IRA Comnittee contact person. A summary of the 'Comments -and Rgactipns"

' form is presented in Appendix B. . ‘;
The review resulted in the Committee reaching several comclusions concerning the
.Guidelines draft. First, selected portions of the.Guidelines required additional
clarification, editing, and/or rewriting.  S&cond, despite these many €ditorial-
type suggestions, the reviewers generally found the document to be very compre-
hens?ve and clearly organized, at least somewhat readable and reasonable for
school use, and sufficiently non-technical. Many reviewers surprisingly indi-
cated that the document would be more (or at least as) yseful in planning an

* evaluation as in interpreting an evaluation already completed. This led to .
much discussion in later committee work. The primary negative reactiom*received ‘
from reviewers was that the Guidelines were almost too comprehensive and needed
toiFe shortened somewhat, with jargon eliminated. . F N ‘

~
.
= [

v’ w -
5. Site Visitations. Two site visits were schedyled for{®ach field test
district. The first was to be'madé by the: Committeée member assigned to the

: district; the second visit was to he made by Mary Seifert, the Research Specialist
from IRA headquarters. The purpose of the two 'visits was, the. same: to meet with/*
Ainterview local people who had participated in the field test review process to

. obtain their reactions to and suggestions for the Guidelines.. Two visits were

. used since we considered it bikely that somewhit different qualitative evaluations

would be obtained if two different people met with district staff at two different

times. ' ‘ ) . g

The "formats' of the site visits varied between, and often within, the districts.
s That is, for some site visits, the IRA -Cammittee representative met individually
with the local reyiewers. In other instances, a group meeting was used in which
the local field test coordinat participated. Still other visits were group
meetings excluding the 1oca1ajigrdinator. Arranging the formats of the site visits
was the responsibility of the#flocal coordinator, although. they were urged to vary
the format for the two visits. *Both Committee members and local.coordinators
reacted well to the format and scope of the visits and no difficulties were .
encountered. Further, local reviewers gave willingly of their time’for these
meetings or interviews and in most instances voiced positive reactions botg to
the project or their district's participatidn. )
. » . .
Due to various schedule conflicts and «the variability of lecal progress on the
review of the Guidelines; one of the four field test sites was visited only once.
The Principal Investigator interviewed the lecal field test coordinator via phone

. .. L. ~ :
in this instance as the "second visit." Although the failure to make a-secéond
visit at this-site was unfortunate, it is not likely to have affected materially
the results of the field test. e P
a * ' . ,
™~ A §
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6. Committee Revision of the Guidelines. During the/IRA Annual Meeting, Committee
members and their Headquarters.Research Specialist mef on two' occasions to revise
the. Gu1de11nes Before this time, Committee members and Mary Seifert had submitted
wrltten ‘summaries of their site visits for review. Both general topics cencerning
the purpose, audience, ,overall tone,. and scope of the Guidelines, as well as
specific wording and ;ewrlttlng suggestions were explored. Gu1de11nes drafts

- reviewed by the’ various local ‘personnel were used to make revisions in the -draft. .
Major changes made in the’ Guidelines at this stage, based on the field test
results were: .

A. The Gu1de11nes were reduced in length by almost a quarter The number of
specific 1tems included in the Guidelines was reduced from 156 .to 119, Most of

these eliminations weré made because of specific recommendations of the field te'st
reviewers, as well as the frequent field "test comment that the Guidelines were -
.currently too long and complex. » , (f:

2
~ -
[y

B. The field testaGuldellnes contained essentlally two sectlons for each included
item -- one indicating the.topic was addressed in planning the report, the second"
indicating the topic was included in the ‘actual report itself. These dual categories
were used because of suggestions made at the field testisorientation meeting. How-
ever, the two sets of ratxngs were considered by many field tést reviewers to be
confusing and/qr unnecessary. Therefore, in the revised draft, we returned to a
single set of categories, - . E ’

-
t

C.” The fleld’test Guidelines topics were worded as questrons rather than state-- .
ments. Thls issue had been disgussed at every jucture in the development of the
Guidelines. Our best judgement at the time of field test was that questions were ,
preferable. .However, the field test results 1nd1cated ,otherwise, .and we returned
to declarative statements. . . v

‘ &,
D. Various changes weré made in the wordlng of well over half of the included
items. Many of these changes had. the effect of reduc1ng the- length and ‘the
"3argon load" of the +'items, as recommended during the field test. ’

.t

E. One of the.six sectlons, "Local Condltlons," was reduced substantially in
length and eliminated as a separate section. Remaining topics were included in
the "Focus™ section. The “Local Conditions', section was the most heavily
criticized portion of the field test draft.

F. The "Information Sources' section was reéduced substantially in, length (by ’
about 1/3). Many field test reviewers had coimented that the draft version was
to%gteghnlcal and was unredlistically beyond the scope of typical school personnel.
G. A section was added’to the Introduction té more clearly indicate that many of
the top1cs included would not be appropriate for every particular local ®evaluatidn.
This is, thg Guidelines. are intended to be more comprehensive than any given
report. Therefore, the best use of the Guidelines in a local situation may be-to
narrow down the entire list of topics to those on which there is some cansensus

as to 1mpprtance to the local evaluation. . -

- ’ - ¢

r's v . N Lo .
Along the same lines, a sentence was added stating that responses of 'No'" did not
necessarily imply weaknesses in the evaluation. Some field test reviewdrs feared
people would merely tally, the '"Yes' and 'No'" responses ani attempt to derive

some quantitative 'score" for the report. This was to be'discouraged.

L
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7. IRA ReJ1ew of the Revised, Gu1del1nes Appendlx C «ontains a copy of. the
.Guidelines as revised based/on the field test. This version was sent to 101 ’
selected "IRA volunfdbts, “inclyding cha1rpersons of each of the 48 IRA.Standing . .
and Ad Hot ‘Committees and B11 member's 'of the following committees: Evaluation of |
Tests, Teacher Education, -Studles gn¥ Researchy and Interpretation and &h@ly51s . o
NAEP Reading Asses$ment~Data.. These four committees were selected because |

the1r memberships are heavily welgh;ed wlth people interested in and knoWledgéable

* 7 about evaluation. . . .
) » o, -—\ B i s . . . * o+
’ The, 101 people were asked to "critically reV1ew" the draft and ‘make e1ther N
editorial or substantlve comments, (see Appendlx D). . They were also asked to .
complete a "Comments and Reagtions* form simiiar-to that used in the field test. ' -
By the -dgadline for.responding, 43 terlies'had been received, including 41 who , .
" completed the evaluation form These data are summarized” in Appendix EX . foa

Concurrently with this review, members of the Comm1ttee for the Studv of Read1ng
Program Evaluations made additional comments on this host . current draft of the
Guidelines. These comments were pooled with these of the other reviewers. N Y .

-

v

-
-

Interest1ngly and probably not surpr1s1ngly,%there ‘were several parallels , .
between the ratings during "and after ‘the field test. Both sets .of respondent% . .
"saw the Guidelines”draft$ as be1ng well- organlzed comprehens1ve and useful as
an "ideal." There appears to be s1gn1ficapt 1mprovement in -the.post-field test
Gu1del1nes in terms of the readapility of the que%t1ons and 1n the Informat;on
Sources section, two areas that received much comment during the ?ﬁeld test. )
(The alternate explanat1on is,™of course, that the IRA,respondents were a more .
sophlst1céted group, for whom these areas were less likely to be confusing than
they were to typical school personnel‘ Which, if either, of these‘explaq‘ie s A
is closest to the‘truth is difficult to determine.) * ' ’
B N 4

-

. . v R

\ 8. Final‘Draft Although this phase of the project,is not covered by NIE fhnd1ng,

N nor .does it fall within the activities of The _grant, it is outlined here for
closure purposes. As with the field test responses, the most worthwhile portionsg
of the IRA review were the' comments item by item and major section by section.

“ These comments were recorded on large summary sheets and used to pull together
ét another revision of the Guidelines. This" (hopefully) nextito-final draft is
currently being revieyed and polished by, Committee members arfd the proposed f1qél
. draft will be 'submitted to the IRA Board of Directors in March. for approval.

This 'final draft" version is the one that will be referred to the IRA Publxcat1ons
Commigtee, for dissemination as 1nd1cated in the Dlssem1nat1on and Dlstr1but1on ; :

-

Plan below ' o ;- - -
N ,
IIL. ANTICIPATED USES AND USEFULNESS OF THE GUQELINES - . N .-

It hay be 1nstruct1ve'to convey some qualncatlve perceptions ‘gained dur1ng the
field study concerning the anticipated usefulness of the Guidelines in the . = <
school's. |\These perceptions were obtained from the Comments and Reactions forms o
or, more’often, the interviews conducted on site by Committee members or Mary .
Seifert. Appendix F contains a summary of the’ comments made by field test respon- )
dents to the Comments and Reactions quest1en, "As a result o§3y51ng these Guide~ |
l1nes, “what specific changes, if any, would you make in any fliture evaluation )
,activities in w'hlcﬁ‘ you might participate®’ This provides some indirect indications ’
%f the reactions of our, field reviewers as to the Guidelines' usefulness. 4

A P . - .
-~ - 1 .
. L . . ”
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Addltlonal 1mpre551on15t1c views. conE’Enlng the ultlmate ut111ty of,the Guidelineg - ’
. were obtalned during the f1e1d-¢est site visits. +Selected reactions relevant to
this question are listed in Appendix G. ¥ o S -
Jn general, Qe wbuld .nake the follow;ng observatlons concernlnﬁ the ant1c1pated
. usefulness of the final GU1de11nes - - : o .
. e Y n. . . . 1 v
1. The Guidelines as.a whote are too comprehensive’ for most local evaluations. T
Maximum usefulness will probably result if a small,group of locgl personnel
select the relevant portions of the Guidelines and the entire set is reduced to L
4 some limited subsetrof items, espec1ally pertinent locally.” This is now suggested .
in the Introduction. Most local non-evaluation people would probably find the
~  complete, set overwhelmlng and, therefore, not especially helpful.
- NI . \ . . ‘ . r
. ) - . N . . ‘ . , » ‘
2. .The two'primary uses of the Guidelines will probably be: .

-
-

J‘ “A.' in reviewing plans.for- an'intefhal evaluation before the evaluation - -
% . ' -begins o looking for additiohal cemponents to be con51dered PO \f,/
- B. in Judglng the quallty of an externhal -evaluation after<1t has been
completed . )

We believe that, for these two‘purposeé, the Guidelines will be helpful.as é’ .
stand—aloge(document.for most districts. )

- , . 0, : -
o A
3.- .Use of fthe Guidelines for either the planning or evaluating function would '
probably be improved if an orientation to‘;ﬁe topic and document was available.
We' will continue te explore this 1mpres51on through thé sessions we will be
conductlng over the next’ several menths using the Guidelines (see Section V).

. N *
« ’ . .
. . . . - . . . .
" * 4 - ~

- \ a

IV ' PROJEG:I‘ FUMJ\ING AND S'I‘AFFING . ’ B . : S
~ The pro;ect was funded for. the budgeted total of $11~082 Desplte greatly :
1ncreased travel costs during the contract-period, the total cost to 'NIE of
y this project was $9551.64.. Charges to NIE, compared with budget, WELP as
e folloxg ‘ ) : ) 7/ -
' ’ o Actual B
‘ X Budget: Expenditures . )
v ~ . Personnel salaries/benefits, incl. S
‘\\ indirect costs : $2,235 $1,640.02
! > . »
N i TraVel , B 8,347 7:682,9% : L
A ) Communications o ) i ) 500 228.63 N X N\,
; ’ ’ - $11, 082 $9,551.64 3

. \

All profe551onal time for this project, with the exceptign of that spent by our -~
. IRA Héadquarters Assistant, was donated to IRA. ¢ Records of this time were kept
. by each Committee member and local figld test coordinator during the project.
.These times tptaled to 137 professional days. It is c§ear that the project was
completed at a minimal cost to,NIE due largely to the donation of time by these
concerne& profe551qg:15, all of whom we slncerely thank. ‘
e
~— - . 7
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In add1t10n to the donated . time, an estlmated $l600 of actual costs were. paid by
IRA and employers of the~C6mm1ttee members and f1e1d‘;est districts. These
expenses included multilith ard other copying charges, telephone and postage,
.clerical and typlng support, and miscellaneous ,supplies. ‘:

Figuring donated staff time at an est1mate& SlSO per day, including beneflts, and.
1ndgpd1ng no add;tlonal ‘overhead expenses, it i est1mated that the total "cost"
of this ﬁ oject was over $31, 000, only 30% of which was“charged back to NIE.

- Projects™such as this seem to be an ideal way for governmental ageficies to derive
> maximlm 1mpact for their shrinking contrict/grant funds. ) Ae
Q
= V. DISSEMI'NATION Am) DISTRIBUTION PLAN " ‘ - ,

which the Guidelimés are disseminated to the IRA membershlp 4nd interested others.
/ﬂe have been keenﬁi aware of this. throughout our work on. ghe project and have
already f1nallzed the following plans z\\\
A PresentatlonsFa€:§0nferenCes ' Sessions have ‘been proposed and accepteg‘for
presentation as of this date at three conferences. Presenters will be either .
fommlttee members or participants in the figld test. The currently scheduled
e presentatlons are:

Clearly, the ultimate 1mpapt of our efforts w11{}be determl ed“by tlie extent to

LA

I o | ° : s . .
- MEETING + DATE PRESENTER(S)
’é Illinois-&ead’i'ng Council - © March 18-20, 1982  Ed Mulvaney
J : ' -
%?1gan Compensatory Education August 19-20, 1982 - Roger Farr, Susan Stuﬁer
irectors Workshop (' y. : ) ‘

“New York State Reading Conference November 3-6, 1982+ Mike Beck, Jan Str%ge,
b 3 . : ' Mary Seifert
All of these presentations will be workshop-type sessions in whlch the development
of the Guidelines-will be discussed, followed.by a hands-on discussion of the
Guidelines ‘with participants. Feedback from these sessions will _assist IRA in
« additional refinement of the Guidelines for %nbllcatlon - _
~ . ~
In addition to these cubrently scheduled sessio two proposals for additional
presentations aye planned. These presentatlonsnizll be at the IRA national
convention in Anaheim in May, 1983 and at ;he IRA Great, Lakes regional conventaon
#An ‘October, 1983. Attendance at these two' conventions will exceed 20,000, thus
prov1d1ng an excellent.forum for the dissemination of the Guidelines. These
1983 presentations will be made Using the final version of the Guidelines which,
hopefully, will have been publlghed by IRA by that time (see below’ NIE's
support of the field test act1v1t1es will be acknowledged in each professional
presentation made. ~ | , .

-

»

B. Publications. The final draft of the Guidelines will be submitted by the
Committee for approval at the April Board of Directors meeting. We will request
at that time through the Committee's Board Liaison, Alden Moe, that the
Ghidelines be referred to the Publications Committee for printing and distribution.
Our intent is that the Guidelines be distributed in booklet form as a regular

g | | “
‘ . ) ~-8- 1
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-~ publication of IRA. For the several booklets of a similar nature already
; ~ Ppuhlished by IRA, over 350,000 copies have been distributed. These booklets are
regularly promoted in various IRA publications received by the Assdciation's
30,000 individual and 20,000 institutional members. 5 .
Foligaing approval, the Publications Committee will decide on the means of distri-
bution' for the Guidelines via the IRA publications system. . IRA will send a notice
- of the availability of, the Guidelines to each of IRA's State Coordinators, asking
; “that the notice be published or distributed through whatever channels are appro-
priate to the several hundred Local Councils. Fifally, an article describing the
development of ‘the Guidelines will be submitted to The Reading- Teacher or Journal
E of Reading, JRA jowrnals, for publication. This article will also contribute to
the disseminati¢n- of the work to interested professionals. All of these efforts
should-enslire the wide distribution of the Guidelines .to #IRA members.-

. .

~ s N .

Copies of the Guidelines -in their final form will be submitted’ to ERIC gnd to NIE
for possible distribution through the National Diffusion Network. IRA will also
announce the availability of the materials to a wide variety of professional

- educational associatiofis with which’it maintains regular contacts. ‘These groups
will include curriculum organizations such as the National Council of Teachers of
English and the Association For Supervision and "Curriculum Development; research
organizations such as the American Educational Research Association, National
Council on Measurement in Education, the Evaluation Network; and other education
agencies %ﬁcg(as the Council for Exceptional Children, American Federation of .
Teachers, National' Education Association, and the American Association of School

- Administrators. Finally the Guidelines will be shared by IRA with fellow members
of the National Consortium on Testing, a national group of over 40 professional
organizations concerned with test-related issues. All of these activities will
broaden greatly the potential impact of the Guidelin€s on the genétal education
and research community.

L
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* +« ' « APPENDIX A. Draft of Guidelines Used for the F%fld'vegp January 1981

§

= INTERNATIONAL READING ASSGCIATION, 800 Barksdale Road PO 'Box 8139 Newark Delaware 19711 USA "
l " ASSOCIATION INTERNATIONALE POUR LA.LECTURE *&u Telephong 302 731 16901
8 ASOCIACION INTERNACIONAL DE LECTURA B 4 Caba? Readug:g Newark Delaware !
AN g c R ® ’ ‘
I ", 7 COMMITTEE CORRESPONDENCE

i STUDY OF READING PROGRAH EVALUATIONS COMMITTEE

-

- B Guidelines Field Test.

s ’ . ’ . g

The purpgse of the attached Guidélines document is to assist local
school district personnel in planning, -cdfifiicting, and interpreting
an evaluation of a reading program. The Guidelines are desighed . '
primarily to provide.a frame of reference for assessing the content -
and scope of sugh an evaluation. .- . ; ) \\\
The format of the Guidélinés is & set pf questiong, followed by
boxes in which you would, respond "Yes" or '"No" orj'Not Applicable."
- The boxes are further divided into Planming “ind Rfport sectiens.
A given procedure might have been consider d or: gycumented in the
,Planning of an’ evaluation, but not inctuded in the final report. . -
In such a case,  you would check "Yes" for’Planning and "No" under
Report. Obviously, pther combinations of 'responses are possible,
Questions that, do not seem applicable to your local evaluation
efforts should be So checked. ‘Finally, you néed not necessarily
feel constrained by the Yes-No format wewprovide. Other responses
* or 'annotations,that may be more apprfpriate for you should be used
s if desired. .. A : :
- T , o e
® + It should be emphasized that we gre not trying to ‘evaluate any of .
your local reports-or plans. Thus your actual’ answers to the Guide- .
lines questions are not our interest, although we hope they will be .
helpful.to you in either planning or reviewing an evaluation. We k
are simply looking for feedback from yow concernipg how useful ’
these Guidelines are in your own local. situation ~- and how we .

* might make them better. o~ _
W)

V4 .

As you work through the Guidelines *tegms of your local evaluation, \ -
Please feel  free to write any notes or .comments'djrectly on any R
questions or sections that are unclear, ambiguous, incomplete, etc. '
Such comments’will be of*greatgqalueuto us when we revise and finalize L\.
the draft. After you have completed work on the Guidelines, please
complete the "Comments & Reactions" pages at the end of this document.

’ Then return your comments andwthe annotated Guidelines to
-Pleasé return them by ., L ) . s -

Many tharks for your assistance with this project. . te

¢ " ’
. . .
: .
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| 1AK.a. GUIDELINES: qu REVIEVING EVALUATION mox&sj : e

s -
. < - L3

The purpose of these guidelines is to assist individuals in the analysis
of reading program evaluations. It is important to realize thét not all

sections of this dbcumqnt will necessarily apply to a given:evaluation.

) Conversely, certain evaluations might include content not addressed by these

guidelines. It is important however that the reading pnogram being

evaluated\is described in tet;s of the program scope and sequence, and also

in temms of its key eleménts. Inherent in this description would be a

statgmegt pf the: o . co o .
i ‘%'punpbse(s) of - the evaluation - v ‘

L3

- fooua of the evaluation

N

‘ﬁ!- local codditions or context 4n which the evaluation occurred

- procedures followed in conducting the evaluation ,

~ sources ¢f information used in the evaluation
*

-
-

.

¥ . .
- cpnclusions/recommendations based on the evaluation results

It should be moteg that responses of "No" to questions in the guidelines

3 Y

‘do not imply weaknesses in the . evaﬁgation being reviewed Even in excellent

.

and eomprehensive evaluations many questions might be answered "No", depending

/

/on the purpose and scope of the gi#en evaluation. Vae

. . [ L. -
* 1 : (’

’ Meaningful evaluation always results in the improvement of instriction

X ~

for students., It° is essentially a plan of/for action that gives perspective

¥ -~

to the curriculum. ; ' ’ .

) )
International Reading Association ~ Study of Re!ding Program Ev&luations Committee

Michael Beck (¢hair) Rebecca Earr Roger Farr, Frank Ferris, Jerome Harste,
Edward Smith, Susan Stuber-a .
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I. PURPOSE

! . »
The report should provide the' reasons for the
be a statement of why the evaluation was being

. ability and the purposes of.the study.

conduct of"the evaluation. Inéluded sho&ih .

conducted and who decided on the advis-

-Is (Are) the reason(s) for conducting ghe evaluation
explicitly stated?

-Was the purpose recorded before the evaluation

took place?

L

+

3

¢
.

-Was the purposé communjcated to various con-
. cerned groups prior to the "evaluation?
-Does the seporthgmdilate who decided the evaluation
wa%{advisable? : ’ . o
~Is the degree to which various affected groups
agreed with the purpose(s) of the evaluation dis-
. cyssed? - y 5

.. “Are the p;obahle outcomes of the evaluation suggested?

|" -Is there an indication’of what actions might be
’ taken based on“the various possible outcomes?

-Roes?the report indicate that these possible
actions are realistic and practical?

tr

Planning Report ' Not
"YES | NO" | YES | NO JApplic
3 e - . ’ e

j.- . ,
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)
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" II. FOCUS

students, personnel, instructional‘methods, and materials.

-If a "reading program” is being evaluated, does the
evaluation focus on all aspects (text, other material,
personnel, methods, etc.) of the program?

*

..

-Is the "program" defined or explained? -

-Is the primary focus of the evaluation cféarly

presented? 1

-Does the evaluation state what aspects or pbr-
tigas of the program were not studied, and why?

. . o .
-Are reasons for selecting these aspects and not
" others explicitly stated? .

»
-

-Are different ‘evaluation procedures applied to
various portions of the program?

. The project, program, or the materials being evaluated should be de
completely. This déscription should include such eléments as the p
. goals, objectives.and definition of reading; as well as specifics such as time, site,

scribed clearly and
hilq‘pphy, including

.Planning | Report Not
YES | NO | YES [ NO -Ppplic
X
-

}
- -
7 |

» -

Does the report indicate the time span of the eval-
uation in relation to the time span of the program -
- described? < .

‘e

~

« ~Is a reason given for conducting the evaluation
( »during this particular time span? '

-Is the particular philosophy of reading instruction .
. embodied in the. program stated? For example: Is
reading seen as the recording process of turning -

graphic symbols into the Sounds of our*language?

7 Is reading seen as the acquisition of a set of \
identifiable but discrete skills where mastery of
léwer-order skills is seen as prerequisite td mastery
of higher-order skills? Is reéading seen as a whole-
language process in which meaning is central and ¢
particular skills are never isolated but become
important” only as they relate to this focus on
meaning? . . %

+




C. STUDENTS : , o

_A. FURDING B
-Had the school-district examined. the funding pattern
of its reading program to déterminé the sources of its
funds? (Funding. sources cbu;d include local dollars,

’ .compensatory education funds, grant money, alloca-

N

%

tions from state and federal agencies, etc.)

'-Has the districtfdetérmined?where and how those
funds are spent? (Basal series, support mate-
rials, salariés of reading teachers, staff
developmgpt~activities, library books, building )
cgpsgltants,‘etc.) )

: bl
L

B. SITES LT -

-? " L. . ‘ ’ ' \}

-Are the sites (buildings or‘classiooms’ain which the

-evaluation took place described (in terms of number,

representativeness, reasons for selection, etc.)?

[ ]

.-Is the "program" essentially.identical-across
sites? :

[

\ .
~If not, is,t@e evaluation separated Qy site?

-Are the space/size and physical arrangements of
, the sites and their potential effect on the pro-
/ gram considered in the evaluation?

3 ~
1

N 4

4. ) .'\
Planning Report « Not
YES | NO | YES | No [APPL.
\ »
.
t ’ N
S ¢ i

“ ’

-Are relevant characteristics of the studeﬁts in-
volved (e.g., sex, age, entry’ capabilities, 1 age
diversity, past learning rate) described?

L

. -Are these characteristics analyzed in the
f fpvaluation?

-1s the stgbili;y of the group over the period .
of the evaluation described? . S

-If more than one site is evaluated, are students
across ‘the different sites "combarable* in-terms
of relevant variables? . )

] . '

-Have Yhe students previously been involved with
this program? ' )

) .

-

~
-Was feddback provided to students, concerning the
evaluation? ‘ . 1

-Are feedback proceduresy described?

\

. La“ c
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|- ) . L Plannipi *.’_Report | Not
) . ‘ ‘ / - APpPli
, YES | NO n‘vYEé NO _

‘ e -I5 the student-to-teacher or student-staff ratio
included? '/

‘l

.
~ 1
L

o - P

D. &Aﬁ A ) i *d‘ ‘v

[}

» L4 s

¥ | . -Are the general characteristics (number, role, age, v
education, special training, experience, etc.) of the :

staff presented? . A

o .-Are any of these'fhctors.analyzed as part of 1 3
the evaluation? : .

.

- i - , . N 'S
p -Is the "managerial” or organizational séheme from’ N \\ ‘
teacher to supervisor presented?, . , Tk :
» ]

-Is the staff role in selecting and implementing the o *

, . reading program déscribed?

’ , -Was thi3 szheme'part of the evaluation? ’ . .

T -Are staff development activities based on relevant
‘ résearch and the idéntified needs of various levels
of personnel described? .
3 * N [ - M ’ -
" .. ~-Are criteria for determining staff development
. activities for the district stated? .
. . /

-x‘z the ‘Tole of the staff in the selectidn of
staff development activities assessed? ’

.

-In' the evaluation of staff development T e ¥
activities? . i

-Is staff’ self-assessment part of the overall evalua-
tion? < . - p .

- { "
. -Was feedback provided to staff concerning the evalua-
» tion? . . 3 T L

- .t

-Are feedback pfgpedures described?

.
i, w
» . -

E. INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS : ~ ;

l / - N
-Is there a description of all instructional methods
being evaluated? ) ) s
[y - - . -
’ : + -Is'a rationale given for thé use of those - .
. patticular instructional methods? ‘

- . % ,
' ~-Is an attempt made. to match diagnosed student .
: - needs to appropriate instructional methods?.
) * -Are procedures' for selectfhg methods to
- : correspond to students needs assessed? .

t . . \
-

oo
[




. ‘ " Planning Report Not
..t < ‘ YES | NO YES | NO [Applic
! -Is .the degree of correspondence between the instruc-
tional methods used and the district's phllosophy of
learning tp read described?

. . . .

R
Were a variety of instructional method¢ used
with students? ) N

¢

F. MATERIALS

?
-

N -Are the matérials and their important characteristics 1

v Te.g., length difficulty,’ format,. previous use) .
descrlbed’ i

T

t
(" -Are the procedures and personnel involved in develop- (:
. ing or selectlng the materials 1nd1cated’

{

-

\4 N
, _ ~Were the materials developed for use in programs ) -,
similar to the one being evaluated?

. -
‘ L

' ~-If not, is a rationale provided for their use?

-Were the materials used ‘essentially in their entlrety’ '
-~

‘a”\ “Were changes or adaptations made in the materials| ]
for program use? . . ‘ ¢

%« =-Is there a description given of: how the portions’ )

to be used were selected?

. -Are previous evaluations of these materails in ?
" similar settings available? '

. - ‘ ty * * . * § ' ’ «
':;f sp, are they summarized or referred to?
-Is the relationship between instructional materials J
and strategies used and the district's readlng pro-
gram goals described?

-Has the appfopriateness of the materials to the
goals of the program been determined?

- . )
-Are the procedures used in the making of
this determination digcussed or referenced?,
L d v.
-Are procedures described for selecting materials to
correspond to student needs? .

>




III. LOCAL CONDITIONS r td " 4
'Exqeptfonal conditions occuring during the evaluation period should be carefully des¢ribed

so the findings of the evaluation can be interpreted in light of them. Such internal
descriptions should enable the reader to judge whether the findings might be similar in

other contexts and should provide clear limitations to the generalizability of the results

of other situations. : Repo -
_—_— Planning port Not

. 1‘.
-Are any exceptipnal .local conditions described that YES~ NO YES NO A?p <
might have affected materially the evaluation?
a1 >

.-

~-Did the context of the evaluation ﬁroyide a true

picture of the-reading program?" P
b
. *  -If not, was this accounted for in describing !
the limitations or interpretations of the study? { : ' §

-Were ‘staff members and students aware of-the evalua-
tion while it was being conducted?

oo -If so, is there reason to believe such aware-
~F ness may have $ignifjcantly altered the evalua-
. tion? . e

-Were the significant internal "political" factors
impacting the program at the time the evaluation was

conducted? ” ‘

-If so, are the results of the evatuation dis-
cussed in terms: of the potential impact of these
factors? ' .

-Were there any special personnel factors ‘that
Jight have affectéd the evaluation -- e.g., a ks
teacher strike, staff firings, student problems,

’ 3

L new key administrators?
t g R
-1f so, is the potential impact of these factors
discussed? . - N
[y * .
-Were there any-special physical factors that might -

have .affected the evaluation -- e.g., facility-
problems, late delivery of materials, routine
start-up problems?

-If so, is the potential impact of these factors F
discussed? . '

- Were therg any important social or community factors
that might have affected the evaluation -- e.g.,
school bond issues, exceptional local economic con- . -
ditiops, school legal issues? 1

-If 5Q, is the potential impact of those factors ; 4 ) b )
" .- discussed? . .

N
v - !
t 0
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) Planning Report Not
' ' YES | No | YES | No ppplic
-Is the design of the evaluation described in .

sufficient detail such thatVthe study could -
essentially be replicated, given only the informa-

tion pz?ented?

IV. PROCEDURES

, -Are limitations of<the procedures discussed? ' ' .
-Did the evaluation inclyde an analysis of specid} )
subgroups- of students fe.g., cantrol and experiental
‘groups, Title I isg non-Title I\Students)?

-1f so, is the evaluation designed to determine
whether any results are a direct reflectlon of ; :
the reading program? ) ’ \\5\
“
-Would similar changes have resulted with ng
special program or from the 1nstruction normally
N prov1ded7

»

-Is this possibility controlled for or dis- - A
cussed in the report? « 8 )

-Is the evaluation designed to isolate. key components ) ;\N //;~,/
of the reading program for fufther analysis? ]

<Nas a t1me11ne for the evaluatlon established during
- the planning stages?

-If so, is evidence presented th:f the timeline - |’ \
was followed, or are significant®departures
noted?

-Is (Are) the person(s) who conducted the evaluatlon
identified? s

-Is a clear description of the role and dutzes of the
» evaluator(s) given? .

“Are reasons pre?en;ed;for the selection of the /// A
evaluator(s) presented? .
N4 ) 7 ;
\ -Did staff'have a role in selecting the evaluators? < .
*\ « .
N ~Are thore other datL 1nd1cat1ng support for the
. evaluation?
\\ \

-Are the evaluators' bidses (metlodological or
\ instructional) noted? oo

\ -Is there evidence that biases are controlled or
Y mlnlmlzed? . .




. - ” > RS .
m. PROCEDURES (Continued) ) : o ! ‘ .

Classify the evaluator(s) as: Internal (permanen§ district employees)
i ’ External (outside consultants)-
'"Mixed" * (Internal and External) .

- 4
®

Now complete the appropriate sections below: Part A for Internal evaluators . ;7
" Part’ B for External evaluators
. Part A § B for "Mixed" evaluators
A. INTERNAL.EVALUATORS : L : Planning Report  Inot

YES | NO |-YES-| NO pp1i®

-Are the evaluators staff pembers of the program
being studied? *

(]

-Are their preyious experiences with similar A0
types of evaluations described?. , .

-Is evidence presented cbncerning their
technical expertise (in evaluation and
L ) in reading)? / .

-Is evidence présented concerning the
ability of the person(s) to evaluste
objectively the reading program? @ ) i

“

B. EXTERNAL EVALUATORS

-Has the person had previous experience evaluating
programs of a similar nature? s/ .
s ‘ X . -
-Is there evidence of qualification in terms
of knowledge of reading, instruction, and
evaluation? :
» -Is the evaluator accessible for follow-up
consultation? ‘

£ ]

-Is an explimation given of why this person
was selected for the project?

-Does %ie report indicate who within
the district had a role sin choosing
this evaluator? - '

5
~

-Was the amount of ngp the person spent in the -
v district studying program specified? 1. |

-




V." INFORMATION SOURCES ’ ’ - s

.The evaluation should degcribe as completely as practiéal)the.sources of the informaﬁion
v used in the report. Included should be a description .of thé various. sources of data
used in the evaluation, the characteristics of these instruments ar procedures, and why
they were included. . . - ’ ’ . .
' Planning ~ | Report Not !
. , YES | NO "| vBS | NO |Applic!
-Are irfterpretations in the evaluation bdsed on ! [

A, DAZA COLLECTED . ,

’ multiple sources of. information -- both quan- Y,

\ titative and qualitative? (e.g., attitugde,
achievement, ability test Tresults; intervrews;*b . . . ,

questignnaires, rating forms) . -~

L P ®

o , '
-I5 quantitative evidence summarized €learly? - ; ! i

Is the meaning of any statistical tests
discussed? .

Fl

- -Is educational significance of the results
. v discussed? ‘ /

¢

1

-Are qualitative data included? .-

-Are they summarized clearly? - -

-Are conclusions based solely or-primarily on v .
single Sets of data? :

-Do other data support the conclusions? 1 !
-Are any longitudinal data provided to . ,

support the cond¢lusions? .
$ S

* - . '-Are suggestions made for follow-up data e
" collection tp collaborate the results of to / )
" .analyze long-term trends?

» . ~-Were data collected from all involved groups .
' (students, teachers, parents, various admin- ’ ' . .
istrators, board of education)? < : -

-Were data gathered as near the beginning and ‘ i -1 .
end of the period to be. evaluated as possible? :

\ -Would additional data concernifg learning or
attitudes -- of students or professionai-staff -- .
have been impqgjpnt to the evaluation? Co.

\fa I

) . ~1f achievement test data are included, is a . . ) ;
r4tionale given for the specific -test that was " -
used? . . ¢

“!
26 o e
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n}m COLLECTION (éoncinu% -

- -Is evidence provided that the test content
) matches that of the instructional program?
?

-Is this test series typically used-in the A A

system? .
oo . o ’ |
-If not, is.the reason for its use in the
evaluation presented? .
-Were data analyzed and/or reported in-terms of
P ‘the 1mportant Eg;goses of the evaluation?

" -Was the level at which results were
sunmarized consistent both with the

- _ purposes of the evaluation and the |

N instruments included? (e.g., a "readin
comprehension' test was used, but results
-were applied to a phonics. 1nstruct1onal
: . prograh.) . 6, . *

- ) ~Are summaries prov)ded of the results of each -
set of information collected? -

. -Is some ev1dence prov1ded of "quality control”
g in the collection of the data?

-In the analysis or processing -of the data?

&

B. TECHNICAL CHARACTERIST]CS\QF THE DATA
: alidizz " 7

' P [
- T f
~Lr -Is~a "ritionale provided for the selection and
v ‘use of the instrumerits included 1n thd evaluation?

-Is 'some docum on giver for the validity of
the instruments use§ for the purposes they
serve inm the eval ion?

. =For achievement measures, 1s‘evidence of
content validity ‘(appropriate match of pro-
gram and test co ovided?

-Forlability or aptitude meas es, is there
.- - evidence or criterion or othe appropriate
"o vhllditY? L

-For other measures (e.g.,,

surveys, attitude instruments), is some
o evidence of 'validity or sound instrument
. construction procedures presented?

n;f

11,

Planning

Report

Not

YES .| NO

YES | NO

Applic

LKA

:




.
. » ,» *
* » »
" - ) .

B. TECHNICAL CHARACTERISTIESIOF THE DATA:

~ ) [r :
!éliéiEZ_(Contipued) \hb . g {Planning' Repont ' Not
, YES | No | YEs | no [APPlic
. . -For instruments constructed specifically for =
’ . this evaluation, is there evidence of any (
- validation or tryout procedures of the measure, N
- , during its construction? X '

p ‘' .Was there a pilot testing or tryout of . ' . : ’
such instruments before their use in the

program9

\]
Reliability

-If any instruments used were constructed .
-specifically or modified significantly for this —
' ' evaluation, is reliability evidence presented?

oo h&

~

. -If not, -does the construction (question
o clarity, length, required tasks) suggest
Lo that the information obtained is reliable?

<Werd reliapility data collected as part .of the [ ]
evaluation or in a feparate study?

’ -If in a separate study, is there evidence
that the setting and groups used for cal-
culating reliability were similar to -
those of the evaluation? .

-If published instruments were used, aro reli- o }
_ ability data availab1e°

s . -Were the data gathered on groups comparable "/7{5

. 6‘ to those being evaluated? / o
“ s LIf not were reliabilities provided

QS} Y _ . for the evaluation sample?
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VI. CONCLUSIONS : ‘ ‘ . T
. < ' . f .

The summary Sf the &valuation report should present the assumptions mage in’ the %Gvalua-

tion and the conclusions reached. Such conclusions need not all be supported by al] -
sets of data gollected; nevertheless, conclusions should be referenced to the results
wherever possible., Conclusions not supported by the data .should be clearly- identified.
Finally, a gdod report should conclude with a proposed plan of action for either
implementing the recommendations or initiating appropriate follow-up action.

R

-Does the report contain a complete list of j: Planning Report g;;ié
' YES | NO |} YES NO !

assumptions made in designing and conducting
the evaluation? (e.g., it-is assumed that the - ;
. XYZ Reading Test is an adequate and complete ' :
measure of comprehension,) 1 . . ! !
} ~ » ‘
-Does the report clearly state the conclusions Lo
reached?

L N ‘
-Are the conclusions reached directly tied
to the,results obtained from the evalua-

AN ’ tion?
. O -Are the evaluation results that yielded
Y \L , inconclusive findings clearly indicated?
N

-If generalizations or interpretations are ) .
made that are not based on so&d data, are ® e
they clearly lafkled as such?® ' - -

; -For each concfusion drawn, are the ‘supportive :
™~ evidence -- qualititive and/or quantitative -- N
for this conclusion referred to?

-Db the conclusions follow néturally from .,
1 PR o . what was actually measured?

-Do the conclusions include the reasoning
that led to them?

-Are inconclusive areas indicated and ’ . -
reasonable interpretations provided for
these? P :

>

-ATe other reasonable interpfetations - o
provided? . ‘

-Are limitations of the evaluation presented .
. frankly?-

rd

-Are these conclusions stated in a manner that -
leads t@ a plan of action? . ,

-Is evidence available to show that a relevant
action play has been established and put .into
practice? j T

A Y ’ ~

Q . . ’; *’225) _ N T .
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VI.. CONCLUSIONS (Continued) Planning Report Not

vEs | No | YES | No pplic

-Is program staff aware of the intended .
1mp1ement£¥1on of any findings including
new goals, programs, procedures, mater1als,
appropriate timelines, staff development
activities, etc. | . .

s

o U )
.

-

-Are conflicting points of view concerning the
program and the evaluation 'results presented

fairly? . . '

-Ars "minority™ views represented? : : “1%\

-’

-Does the report explain why these views
are not considered '"correct," without __
attacklng these“v1ews in a non-objectzve
manner? ey

modified against the best judgment of the
- evaluator to reflect the views of school staff
- with vested interegt concerning the program?

-Is some assutrance given that the report was not | ) \
\] ' 3

~-Have the evaluators analyzed and interpreted. -
specific results in light of the broader per- .
,Spective’of readlng and thq teachlng of reading?

po——
-Is there a plan for the dlssemlnatlon of informa- '
tion derived from tHe evaluation?
\” . j

3 -

-
-
v
-
¥
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-APPENDIX B. Summary of Corments on Field Test Guidelines by Local

istri viewers (N =19 . -
o District Revie ; ( ) Same: - o~ .
‘ (OPTIONAL) - '
] Q Title:
S : “COMMENTS & REACTIONS o

I. In order to be useful for different types of evaluations, these Guidelines 4

—~ wmust be clear, concise, and comprehensive. Please give your opinion on the
following points. Feel E'qpe to suggest changes or additions or deletions.

Very Samewhat No

-

A) Are the Guideline questions readable? .05 a3z
B) Is the intent of ‘the questions clear? 6. 12
C) 'Is the organization of the topics clear? 18 2

O

D) Ax:e'the individual Guidelines.sufficiently non-technical? &

E)‘ Are the criteria 4realistic.£o‘r: a typical school evaluation? L a. c
F) Are the Guidelines comprehenéj.vej? s
' F) 1Is the coverage too broad for a typical school.evaluat:ion? 3. R 7
) A 2
Please comment on any of the above: ° - ‘. :"
; . ) a
. Y ]
Y / ’ -~
——

»

II. Indicaete below your judgment of the usefulness of the' Guidelines in your‘
« ) own situation, oy

[

Very Adequate Adequate Inadequate

A) To what extent would you find the Guidelines

’ useful for: ., N R ]
1. Planning an evaluation? ) i < -
2. Conducting an evaluation? . 2 5 €
3-:'Ipterp1£ting an avaluation? iz u z
Comments: ' A
P . » . v . . . . . X,
\ . ./
/
/'
e




- ., t
[ 4
, { L] ¢ ) o
'~( .B) Rate each of  the major sections of the Guidelines in ‘
: terms of {ts usefulness in planning or interpreting - ‘
v an ‘evaluation report.' « T . .
' ‘ A " Very Adequate’ Adequate Inadequate
"3 1) lturpose . ! ‘ 15 2
. II) Focus . ‘e - 22 é‘ :
e + III) Loeal Conditions ‘6 2 3
) ™) Pr?cqﬁure? . . 11" ) £
) V) Information Sources' ., 7 9 TN "y
o’ “" , ¢
' V{) - Conclusions . =
' ' ~ e . 5
P e -
’ III:‘What would YQuﬂdonsider the  major-strepgths and weaknesses of the Guidelines -
L in their cg:re%g form? - '
- " . 4 7
- A .
. Screngthsgw- provides a good base; thorough; Sections I and IT are excellé%t; 2
n ) : ' ‘
well-organized; s relevant; very systemati
- : - t .
Weaknesses: _language and wording; technical; time-ccnsuming; eriteria toc broad;
~ %00 cpmplex for typical school; neglect of ‘teacher/process variables
A3
" N
IV. Can you suggest any additional questions or imgortant areas that ghould be
' _ included in the Guidelines? .
. Jeeds section on use of accepted practices
Needs more examples .
A - N . k'.’ ‘ " o !
. Follow-up should be included TN .
-
. How are student needs assessed ]
- .‘ / -~ ' \
I£3 Pt T . -
. V. As a result of using these Guidelines at specific changes, if any, would
you make in any future evaluation acti: ties in which you might participate?
Look at more aspects of the reading "vprogram" )
. . -
Better dissemination procedures '
* L
! Demand a more thorough and systematic job by the outside group--now I xnow what )
wccz for in s geod lob
Fet more input from all involved grhuns : 4
~ s . n ’
) 8% .=
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COMMENTS
. . %
: )
J

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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"APPENDIX C. Draft of Final IRA Guidelines . h

for students. A useful evaluation is eésentially a plan for action that

(gives perspective to the curriculum. -

. . . S 7/81 Draft

3

*

*

\\ I.RYA. GUIDELINES FOR REVIEWING EVALUATION REPORTS .

S
- N v

The purpose of these guidelineérié’qe assist individuals in the analysfs .
. - ‘ ) \ .
of reading program evaluations, It is important to realize that not all
L . v 7 T T, -7
sections of thi$ document will necessarily apply to a given eyaluafion ) |

13 .

anverseky, certain evaluations might include content not add;essfd by } A
L4 I '

~

these guidelines, It is important however,.that the reading program ) ,
. ‘ .

being evaluated is described in terms of the program scope and gequence, .
. }'3‘:’ % e
and dlso in terms of its key elements. Inge t in~this description
- % wd,! ’ &
would be a atatement\of the: ' 1 . . - i .

~ purpose(s), of the evaluation" ' \

~ focus of the evaluation . ‘ a
. 2]

) - e
- procedures followed in conducting the evaluation

¢ - squf%es of Mformation used in the evaluation ' /
- ) . N
~ conclusions/recommendations based on the(evaluation r€§ults
f’" N z X i
" LT .-
o * o . . R
Responses of "No" to questions in the guidelines do not imply weaknesses
: : [ . \
in the evaluation being .reviewed. Even in excellent and comprehensive
- 4+

evaluations, many questions might be answered "Nq', depending on the -
L Ia

S

puroose and scope of the given evaluation.

.

* L]
Meaningful evaluation always results in the improvement of instruction

a 4 * ,

13

Y

.

-
y

International Reading Association - Study of Reading Program Evaluations
Committee

Michael Beck (Chair), Alden. Moe (Board Liaison), Rebecgd Barr, Roger Farr,
Frank Ferris, Gerald Maring, Edward Smith, Susan Stuber
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I. PURPOSE

.
o

" The report should provide the ‘reasons for the conduct of the evaluation. Includedr .
should be’a statement of why the evaluatign was conducted and who decided on the -

advisability and the purposes of the study. . / NOT
- ' - YES NO ' APPLIC.

A. The reasan (8) for conducting the evaluation is (are)
explicitly stated. - . .
.+ =The purpose was recorded: before the evaluation taok ) ‘ " [

place. .

. ) \ . 1
-The purpgse was communicated to various concerned i .
groups prior to the evaluation. . .

» v r

B. The report indicates who decided to conduct the
evaluation. . .

C. Probable outcomes of the evaluation are sdggested.

- ~ .

- —Action: that might be taken based on the various 1
possible outcomes are indicated.

(
-The report indicates that these possible actions

are realistic and practical. e,
P - ( )
. i - —
Gﬁiha /—! -
Ty ' ’ -
* 14
= 4 —
A3
. o i ..
€ o \
., .
- . . \
13 »
, * .
1 )




"II. FOCUS . .

The project, program, or the materials evaliiated should be described clearly and
completely, The description should include such elements as the philosophy,

including goals, objectives and definition of reading; as well as speEifics such
as time, site, students, personnel, instructional methods and mate;ials.

\ NOT
SRR . YE APPLIC.
A. The primary focus of the dvaluation is clearly presented, > 20
o -1f a reading program is being evaluated, the evaluation
focuses on all important aspects (text,f%ersonnel, s
methods, etc.) of the program. - ,
. o®
-The "reading program" is defined or explained, detailing’
. all components. ¥
~The evaluation states wha£ aspects or portions oflthe :
program were not studied, and why. r__,
" -Different evaluation procedures are uged with various ) ) L .
portions of the program., - . . .
B. .A-reason is given for conducting the evaluation during
this parxticular time span. .
C. The particular philosophy of reading instruction ' . .
embodied in the program is stated. :
Eo 4 , .
D. FUNDING ' .
The funding.pattern of the reading program as been examined .
.to determine the sources of its funds. (Funding sources
could include local dollars, state/federal allocagions,-etc.) R
~The evaluation incluﬂes an analysis of where and how :
,' funds are spent (e.t., bgggl series, support mate-
‘rials, salaries, staff development activities, library
J books, consultants)-. .
. E. SITES °
Building or classroom sites in which the évaluation I
took place jie described in terms of number, representa-
tiveness, rehsons for selection, etc. - , a ‘ '
~The "program' 1g essentially identical acYoss sites.
. .
' -If not, the evaluation is separated by site.

f ' : oo




4

can be interpreted in light/of them. .Such descriptions
should enable- the reader to judge whether the findings ¢
might be similar in-other contextg and'provide clear
limitations to the generalizability of the results to
other situations.

The setting in which the evaluation took place provided
a true picture of the reading program.

~If not, this washaccounted for in describing the _
limitations or inmterpretations of the study.

*

Were staff members and students aware of the evaluation
while it was being conddcted?

~If so, might this awareness have significaﬂtly
altered the evaluation?
—_—

the evaluafion are descrjbed.- (E.g. personnel factors
such as strikes or fir physical factors such as facility
" or start-up problems; or social/community factors such as

bond issues or exceptional economic conditions.)
. . )

Any exceptional local :Egzitions that might have affecéed
£83

-The potential impact of any of these personnel, physical,

or social factors is discussed in the evaluation.

4

G. STUDENTS )
3
Relevant characteristics of the students involved as sex,
age, entry capabilities, larguage diversity, etc. are
described. .

~

-These eharacteristics are analyzed in the evaluation.

The stability of-“the group over the period of the evaluation
is described. s

“Students across the differentssites are "comparable" in terms’
of relevant variables, .

-
’

t

-The methbd fer determining comparability is described.

[ 8 Z i

YES

NO APPLIC.




. { ’ A

H. STAFF rd . . ‘
The ﬁumber, role, education, experience, other relevant
characteristics of the staff are presented.

- .

The "managerial or organizational schema from teacher 'to
supervisor is presented.,

The staff role in selecting and implementing the reading

program is’described.

Staff development activities were provided for personnel
1 “involved .with the program.

:-The role of the‘staff in the selection of staff\f
development activities is discussed..

Feedback was provided to staff concerning the ‘evaluation.

5

-Feedback procedures are described.
B L4

I. INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS
Are instructional methods befhg evaluated?

.- -Iffso,'these methods are described.
s -
-A._rationale is given for the use of those particular
instructional methods. .
-An attempt is made to diagnose student needs and
match students to appropriate instructional methods.

A variety of instructional methods were used with students.

‘
- .

~-The correspondence between methods used and the
district's philosophy of reading is described.

-

37

YES |

NO

~ NOT
APPLIC.




. \ - 6.
¢ \ i »
\ . - -
\\ . NOT
J. MATERIALS ' , YES NO° APPLAC, |
s . <
Materials used in the program and their important character-
istics (e.g., length, difficulty, format, previous use, '
commercial/unpublished) are described.
: i - . . N i =
The procedures and personnel involved in developing or .
" selecting the materials are indicated. ) ot
.. ; . - . y ]
The materials used were developed for use in comparableg . -
situations and with comparable student groups. °
-Any changes, adaptations, or usé of selected portions * % N
of the materials are described. /
revious evaluations of these materials, if any, in similar {
settings are summarized or referred to.
The relationship among instructional materials, strategied .
used, and the district's reading program goals is described. '
-The appropriateness of the materials to. the goals’ -
6t the program has been determined. " ' '
-Procedures used in making this;determination are
discussed or referenced.
~N
L 4 ' ;
- ) ° A .
. ' - ’). i
” )
Yy A
. Ja -
- .+ - rd » -
[ -
a s’ .
~ I'4
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III.. PROCEDURES * . oA

~ Y

The procedures and/ qr experimental design used in the evaluation éhonld be discussed

in enough detail so readers can judge the appropriateness of the conclusions reached.
,,?valuators should be named, along with a description of how they becam® associated

with the evaluation and their relevant background and experiences.

NOT~

A. The design of the evaluation is described in sufficient YES f NO lAPPL’IC.
detail to enable its replication. \
~Limitations of the précedures are discussed:
B. .The evaluationincludes an analysis of different groups
of students (e.g., cdytrol and experimental groups, Title I -
and non-Title I student :
. ~Would similar changes have resulted in the absences of .- -
- the special program or as a result of the instruct-
' ion normally provided?
-Is this possibility controlled for or discussed in
the report? T
C. A timeline for the eval@mtion was established during the . ’ ~
- planning stages. .
= . ’, “
~The timeline was followed or significant departures._ .
are noted. . . ™~ "
’ e
D. The evaluater(s) is (are) identified.
. ' ’ _ .
- =A clear description of ;he ;ole and duties of the - .
evaluator(s) is given. ) .
. . o . y 7
~Reasons for the selection of -the evaluator(s) are ©
given. - : / -
.-Thé EVéiuators' biases (methodological .or - i A
ingtructional) are noted. . . -

. . -
. . . ’
- . -
. D s A\
‘ -
N . -
.

39 .




III. PROCEDURES (continued)

ClasQif§ the evaluator(s) as: Internal (permanent ‘district employees)
) ! External (outgside consultants)
"™Mixed" - (internal ‘and external)

» Complete the appropriate sections below: Part E for Internal evaluators
-, , Part F For External evaluators
Part E & F for "Mixed" evaluators

~

E. INTERNAL EVALUATORS : SN NOT 4

L]

T : YES | NO |APPLIC.
Are the evaluators alse staff members of the.program :
being studied?

7

Their previous experiences with similar types of
evaluations are desqgribed.

— . . R
~Evidence 13 presented concerning their -
technical expertise (in evaluation and in . ’ . !ﬂl -
' rea&iag) o

- =Evidence is presented concerning their ability ]
) to be objective in their ev%%uation of the ' !
» .~ program, .

F. EXTERNAL EVALUATORS

1 ”

" The evaluators have had previous experience studying

programs of a similar nature. -~ . .
_ e :
~Evidence of expertise in reading, instryction, and )
evaluation is presented. J &l ‘
~The evaluators are accessible for follow-up - i
consultation. i
" <En explanation is given of why the evaluators were .
'selected for the project. .
~The report indicates which district personnel U T

had a role in choosing the evaluators, *

-Data indicating staff and administrator support
for the'evaluator are presented. - .

Y

The amount of time the evaluators spént both in the district,
+ and in total studyihg the program is specified. _

-

-‘o ‘ ‘i (J ' J
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2 IV INFORMATION SOURCES, — *'gp Bl A

The report should describe as comipletely as-practical the" sources of the infomatd.on
used in the e\g‘aluation.. Included shouid be a’description of the data used, the_
characteristics of- these instruments or procedures, and why ‘they were included. g

. - . v 4
o . , ) . : ] i

% A- DATA COLLECTED . o "~ | ves-| wo_ |#PELIC. iL,

Interpretations in the evaluation are based on -, .. . ) . -
muitiple sources of information -- both quan- ) ) .
‘titative and qualitative (e.g., ageitude, - & i < o i
) . achievement’, a‘bility test results' interviews, . "R 1 ' ’

questionnaires, rating forms). : . ’ ~

.

. . - r

’ S
.,'-Qua_ntitative evidence is sunnnariz&d“clearly.

v

= -The meaning of any stati,stical tests is )
. "+ .discussed. - . R >

o -Educational implications of the results ' . S E
‘A L A discusseds . . R N _

~(_2ualitative,'data are' included, ) e

1 — o

. =They sre smmnaz'ized clearly.
~ - i ‘¢ y .
—Conclusions are based solely or‘primarily on . o ,

. -single sets f data. ‘ - aadl . '

. Suggestions are made for. follow—u data collectiER ?

to collaborate the Yesults or to analyze long-te . .
tren‘ga‘ ,.4 . ‘ . f. < .

‘.Data were colfdetdd fron\ﬁa&:l/involved groups (e.gi, , e \ S R I
students, téachers parents, Various administrators, . | L. / ‘

« . L

" Twe mafder 4n which results are‘summatl.zld 15 . .- L P ,

. consistent both with the purposes of the evaluation. | ° / ) : v
. and the instrument's included (é.g., a "reading B ' . <
comprehension” .test was used, but resultts were -~ . * | ' Cot .
-~ dapplied to a phonics instruetional program) . oL L v .
w N . A\

\ Sunnnarie,s/ are provided of th redults” og:' each set N { \\;
of i,nformation collécted. . v ) . & . .

+ e Py

v i’ * v N . - L. ¥

? Evidence is prﬁided of, "quality control” in the T - T
é collection af the datm_ J . . L :
. - 3 - =
. A0 the analysis or 'process’:tng of the data.
. oy _a;ﬁ,._

Y
.
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. B. TECHNICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DATA . , YES NO '’ “PPLIC. - .
“ R T ! r v v ) -
. Validity ' - ~ . 9 '
, Ad - \ -
- "A rationale is provided for t‘/seétion and .usc of . ) o ("
- ‘the instruments idzigfed in the evaluation. \ ’ S
. "' Documentation is given of the validity of the - e - | 7 e
instruments used for, the purposes they serve in _ * @t ‘
the evaluation.:* | ( - ] "

-If an achievement test was used, evidence is
provided that the test coutent closely matches
that of the‘instructional program,

The test .series uséd in the evaluation is typically )
used in the system 5 . e .

-If not, reasons for its use in the eva&uation 1.
are specified

v

- v
For locally developed’instruments, ‘evidence is provided ’
of -validation procedures of the measure during its 4 .
! .construction. ’ LTI . : T
[ 6;; -
- . * .
-Sugh instruments were: pilot tested before their . . ; . I
uge in the program, | - . S : J
T Reliabiiitz ‘ . ' . , ’ " <o e
For instruments used that were gonstructed specifically dr
'modified significantly for this evaluation, reliability _
evidence is’ presented. ¢ . ,
’ -If not, does the construction (question ciarity, §
. length, required taskg) suggest that the informaw
, - tion Sbtained s reliable? - |-
’ ‘ - v y A
2 1t published instruments were used reliability
-8 data are reported. _ & ) . .
-D a were gathered on .ggoups comparable“tQ
those being evaluated. . -
Y -If'got, reliability data are provided for ¢ -
wl the sample of students‘dsed in the evaluation\\&—J ) . -

T g % - . . , ‘ \,
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V. CONCLUSIONS

Y

The summary should present the assumptions made in the evaluation and the
Conclusions need not all be.supporﬂed by all sets of
data collected; nevergheless, conclusions should ‘be referenced to the results
onclusions not supported by the data should be clearly
Finally, a good report concludes with a proposed plan of action
.for either implementing the recommendations or initiating appropriate [follow-

conclusions reached:

wherever possible.
identified.”

up action. .

. . : N~
., The report eontains a complete list of assumptions
i made' in designing and conducting the evaluation
(e.g., it is assumed that the XYZ Reading Test is
anﬁdequate and complete measure of comprehension).
The report clearly states the conclusjons reached.
. —Conclusions reached are limited to the
, results obtained fxrom the evaluation.
. -Results that yielded inconclusive findings
are clearly indicated.
% 7’ —Generalizations or interpretations,made that
. are not based on solid data, are cIearly N
{ . labeled as such. . -

For each concl sion drawn, the supportive evidence --
T . quantitatiVe —— 1is referenced.

.—=The conclusi
actually meal

follow from what was

ed. . ot

~The conclusions include ‘the reasoqing ‘that’ led
to them.

- * &

—Inconclusive ayreas awre indicated andfreasonable

: interpretations provided for these. )
(’-\\\\“ ~Limitations of the evaluation_are presented, ¢
v
-Conclusions are stated in a matner. tnat leads
) to a plan of action. ( - -
' L 4

-Evidence is pggvided to show that a relevant plan
»of action h&s been gstablished and implemented.-
. -—Program staff is aware of the intended implementation
. of any findings including new goals, procedures,
‘materials, timelines,, activities, ete, )

-

Py
v
-

R . Eonflicting'points of: view concerning the program and ‘the
q:ggluation results are presented fairly. T

1

EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

ll » .
b}
J
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YES NO APPLIC.
3
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V. CONCLUSIONS (Contimx'edz) “
-"Minority" views are represented. -
‘~The report presents evidencé as.to why .

-Some asgurance is given that the report was not

’ /
these views are not ‘considered "correct,"

without attacking these views in a -
objective manner. . X .

modified to reflect the viey%, of- school staff
having vested interest concerning the program. . .

I's -

%

The is a concrete plan for ?e dissemifiation’of *

" results of the evaluation t

” ¢ all concerned. groups °-..
(e.g., students, staff,. the public). ‘ )
v ¢

. .
' \‘/
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NO

NOT

APPLIC.

o




o ’ ' " APPENDIX D. Memo to IRA’ Comm1ttee Rev1ewers of Draft F1na1 Gu1

INTER.NATIONAL READING ASSOC)AT!ON ~0" Sar<sgiie Roag 20 as!'i T tewarx Taangrs 3T
3 ASSOCIATION INT‘:‘!NATIONALE POUR LA LECTURE < T2iechore 132 7T

delines

L3A

30

ASOCIACION INTERNACIONAL DE LECTURA { ' Zap'e Reading Newarx Dalaware -

September -2, 1981 - - ) Tk
. . - )

& -

. » .
MEMO TO: IRA Coumittee Members | ' N

¢

“f ~ ’ . 7
* FROM: Michael D'JBeck Chairznza' " .
Coumittee for the Study of‘Reading Program Evaluations

X

RE Guidelines for Reviewing ‘Evaluation Reports i

ae

A

~

Over the past several months, the Committee for the Study of Reading 2
Program Evaluations has been working on a set of "Guidelines" for
reviewing evaluation reports. This Wwork, which-tﬂcluded a field
teqﬂ/invfour school systems, was supported by a grant from the Na-’-d
1onal Institute of Education. The feedback we received from the
field’test participants.was” used to revise an earlier draft of the
enclosed Guidelines.

-

We would greatly appreciate your assistance at this stage of our
work. Will you pleaseé critically review the enclosed draft, making
any comments or suggestiong directly on the. document? Your sugges-
tions might be of an editorial or wording nature, or more substantive

, —either are weléome. After you have completed the review, please

fill our the short "Comments & Reactions’ at the erd of the document.
« The total amount of time this review will take from your busy sched~
ule should not exceed 60 minutes. Again, feel free to renpond both*
+ _ - on the pages of the Guidelines and on the "Comments & Reactiong”
gsection at the end. : -
.. /.

v It is important that we receive your reactions no later than Septem-
ber 24 ‘80 they can .be taken into account in our final draft. Please
use the enclosed envelope to return the document before that- date.
Thank you for your valued assistanCe. .

, '[] '. L . .

MDB/ss -

Enélohgres v .

-
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APPENDIX E. Summar/ of Comments on D“aft of Firal Guidelines by IRA
— Committee Members (N = 41) )

¢ Name;/ - (Ontional)
S o {;;%4

; . ;ﬁogmfttee: N
[ . S

N . >

COMMENTS & REACTIONS

/

" In order to be useful for different types of evaluations, these Guidelines
must be clear, concise, and comprehensive. - Please give your opinion on the
following points. Feel free to suggest changes or additions or deletions.

P ) . Very Somewhat No
A) Are the Guideline questionis readable? “ 29 29
B) Is the intent of the questions clear” ‘ o 27 0
C) 1Is the organlzatlon of the toplcs clear? o . 32 - 5 1
D) Are the 1ndiV1dua1 Guidelines sufficiently non-technical? 28 9 1,
E) Are the criteria realistic for a typical. school evaluation? 13 15 - 3 ’
?) Are the Guidelines comprehensxve” o 32 6
G) ﬂiﬂ'the coverage too broad for a typical school evaluation? 7 18 11

; /

Please comment on any of the above\ ¥2y be too comprehensive (&)

\

Stylistic/editorial/format suggestions (5,

=

-

Indicate below your judgment of the Guldellnes' usefulness in a typical school.

situation, v

Very Adequate Adequate inadequate

A) To what extent would you find thewGulde- -
lines useful“for: *

« . 1. Planning an evaluatipn? . ~° _ 27 S B I o
2. Condudting an evaluation? .20 15 2
- . N - o ~ i .
3. Interpreting an evaluathn.’ i 23 ‘ 15 5
b . . ot
Comments : This is 2 good "Model" 70r an example of “he "ideal"

e

that should be kept in mind while planning/executingz an svaluaticn' !

?




P Y ’

B) How might the practicality of the Guidelines for a typical school be improved?
Reduce' the length (2) bV

. ) Set/indcate prierities on the.lis€¢4e.g. "essential", "suggested" )=

S S

p S - R u(3)

-

B3 — v

C) Rate each of the major.sections of the Guidelines in terms of its usefulness
-~--- .. ~, in,planning or interpreting .an evaluation report: -

. ) Very Adequate Adequate Inadequate ’ .-
. .I) Purpose 18- 15 ™ =
' II) Focus: ~ '38 15 .
II1) Procedures = . - " 25 13 ] %
IV) Information Sources : '23 - 10 ® _
Vy Conclusiomns - //‘ : oy ' 9 —

L3

. N . . - >
ITI. What would you consider the major strengths and weaknesses of the Guidelines
- in thejr current form? : )

, . Strengths: Comprehensiveness/sgcope (16) T ' -

Clarity (L)

Weaknesses: Length (k) . - . ’

Formet, wording (L) : . -

IV. Can you suggest any additional topics or important greas that should be 1nc1uded
in thé Guidelines?
lone (5) ’ -

*

Individual comments and suggestions {5) -

/

V. Can you suggest any part1gular section of the Guidelines that should be
elelnated Tewritten, or modifiec substant1ally9

- - -~

Tone (s) ' ‘.

* Individual comments and suggestions (£)

N 47‘ ‘ : ~,

[:R\f: THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COMMENTS )
Please return the Guidelines and this form to Mary Se1fert at IRA headquarters. '
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APRENDIX F
Field Test Reviewers' Comments bn Question 5: "As a result of using
, these Guidelines, whag changes, if any, would you make in future evatuation

activities in which you might parsicipate?

- I think this would hav} been exceptionally valuable if we had had it before we .
began It cpuld 'serve ‘as an outline of things to be sure were considered -- |
. even if we excluded them. o

'Eﬁerzghing in this document should be included in the planning of an evaluation.

If we had an external ‘evaluation, this would be very valuable in evaluating its
quality. . 2
» ‘ .
I'would be sure we recorded our plans for followup before we started and I'd
record specific plans to implement (or refute) the reports' recommendations.

This provided a good base to analy:ze Our reading program gvaluation.

PP )

I would demand that our report be more specific and look at fiore aspects of our
"program."

I failed to realize the many things we have not been including in our plans 8
. date. These are far more comprehensive than we were being. I think we
can do a better 3ob now.

1'd realize better how limited we've been in the past -- definitely conduct a
thorough internal evaluation, since our external once leave much to be

desired. I guess we sort of knew that before, but this shows us clearly.

I would demand a more systematic, thorough evalyation job by the external con- - . %‘
.tractor -~ now I know what to look for in a good job . :
._\// \s
We would more seriously consider long-term followup and a broader look at the
overall reading program and we'd get more imput from all involved groups. :

More comprehen51ve planning and reworking, better dissemination of 1nformat10n
more use in a formative sense to revise ongoing programs,

Excellent planning tool -- I'd use it mostly as we planned the effort so we didn't
Teave out 1mpdrtant elements. -

~ I'd give more attention to equitable input from those involved in preparing the _
: evaluation, those whose program is being evaluated, and those who will T
e implement changes based on the evaluation, . ’////
I' d feel comfortable judging thé quality of an gxternal evaluation -- or:one I
didn't work on -- if T could use this dpcument. It provides a focus or
outline of what to look for. '

\

~
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* . - . A . ) . »~
Ty Interview Comments Durifig Field Test: Recommendations
v o Concerning Local Uses~of the Guidelines '
* o would select portions of the Guideline -- not.try to use them all -- Choose
the sections mosgﬂ;qlevant to our study before beginning. o '
.*I'd use all but the iechﬁical section (Information Sources) as a guide Jn L
) " conducting the evaluation. ) |
. » . © . v i
We probably don't have the technical-expertise to ensure it, but I'd try to take - .
as juuch of this into account in our planning as possible. -

I would have our evaluation committee screen the set to select the most appropriate
questions for us, ’ -

. ‘

I'd select the sections we'd consider to be "high ﬁ;iority” and doncentrate on
them rather than attempting to lse it in its entirety. -

I .

I think 'these are best used as a laundry list that our evaluation‘committee can °
use to select a subset of items that fit our needs best. I'd suggest such. -
a step in the Introduction. -

How could we get some training on how to use this? If one of our group was
trained, he or she could help the rest of§s.

¥

» 1'd mark the key parts and leave the rest as backup -- not irrelevant, perhaps,

but less important for our purposes. - _ :

L ad
. Without someone who had a better technical apd evaluation background to help us,
¥ I doubt that we could make optimum use of the Guidelines.
One set of written Guidelines will never provide all the @ﬁgwers, but this gives
us a good checklist, '
. /
I'd ask any outside contractor to work through this with us so we could 'reach
agreement on what they'd do for us. T

“ - )
- - -~
* -
v ’
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